REMARKS 



The above amendment and these remarks are responsive to the 
Office Action of Examiner Florian M. Zeender mailed 04/16/2003. 

Independent claims 1, 11, and 19 have been amended to more 
distinctly set forth an important feature of the present 
invention, to wit, specifying a parts procurement time 
performance measure for transfer of parts from stocking locations 
to customer locations, and maintaining inventory levels at the 
stocking locations such that the performance measure is met. 
Dependent claims 2-3, 5, and 9-10 have been amended to correct 
informalities. Entry of this amendment is respectfully 
requested. 

Claims 1-23 are pending in the case, none having been 
allowed. Claims 14-18 have been withdrawn from consideration. 
New claims 20-23 have been added. 

ELECTION/RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT 

The Examiner requires restriction to one of the following 
inventions under 35 U.S.C. § 121: 

I. Claims 1-13 and 19, drawn to a method of determining 
inventory levels of parts for a plurality of stocking 
locations, classified in class 705, subclass 28. 

II. Claims 14-18, drawn to a computer system for 
controlling inventory levels, classified in class 708, 
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subclass 100+. 



Applicants affirm the election of the claims of Group I, 
claims 1-13 and 19, without prejudice. Claims 14-18 have been 
withdrawn from consideration. 

SPECIFICATION 

The specification has been amended to correct informalities 
noted by the Examiner. The specification has also been amended 
to correct additional informalities noted by Applicants' 
representative, as requested by the Examiner. These amendments 
to the specification are for correction of informalities, and no 
new matter had been introduced into the specification pursuant to 
35 U.S.C. § 132. 

35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1-4, 8, 10-13, and 19 have been rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Peterson et al. (US 
6,324,522) in view of Feigin et al. (US 6,006,196). 

Peterson et al. describe an information network for a 
plurality of vendors where each vendor can transfer inventory to 
and from other vendors in the network using a formalized system 
of purchase orders containing information regarding the inventory 
to be transferred. The network described by Peterson et al. is a 
system for determining inventory available within the network at 
a given point in time and formalizing the transfer of this 
inventory between vendors. In contrast, Applicants' claimed 
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invention is a method of determining inventory levels to deploy 
at a plurality of stocking locations during inventory planning, 
so as to have parts available for transfer to customer locations, 
within a given period of time. 

Feigin et al. describe a method of estimating future 

inventory replenishment requirements through statistical analysis 

of historical inventory demand data. While Feigin et al. do 

describe entering data, including a lead time, into a computer 

program, and using the computer program to compute inventory 

levels, the lead time of Feigin et al. is for transfer of 

products between stocking locations , and not for transfer of 

y<L,v^ y ■ 

( parts to a customer location as in the present invention. The 

^ IclC^~ ' ^ 

//•ii lead time of Feigin et al. is substantially different than the 

;r X 5 °~ 

j^a^ parts procurement time performance measure of the present 
invention which is described in the specification as the 
percentage of parts in a customer' s request rates which can be 
transferred from a stocking location to a customer location 
within a pre-specif ied time. 

Peterson et al. and Feigin et al., neither by themselves, 
nor in combination, teach or suggest specifying a parts 
procurement time performance measure for transfer of part s from 
stocking locations to customer locations, nor ordering sufficient 
numbers of parts to maintain inventor y levels __at stocking 



V locations, such that the per form ance measure is m et, as required 

/ ■ — — — — — 

^ Kjt/ by Applicants' amended independent claims 1, 1 l_ j __and^l9 . 



0^ A^" - Independent claims 1, 11, and 19 have been amended to more 
v • Jr 

v <>* ,r y-/ positively set forth the distinctions cited hereinabove over 



1 Peterson et al. in view of Feigin et al, 
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Accordingly, inasmuch as Peterson et al. and Feigin et al., 
neither by themselves, nor in combination, teach or suggest all 
of the steps, elements, or limitations required by applicants' 
amended claims as is required in a 35 U.S.C. 103(a) rejection 
pursuant to MPEP 2143.03, it is respectfully requested that the 
Examiner withdraw the rejection of Applicant's amended 
independent claims 1, 11, and 19 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), and 
allow claims 1, 11, and 19. "To establish prima facie 
obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations 
must be taught or suggested by the prior art." In re Royka, 4 90 
F.2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974). (emphasis added) Also, "All 
words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability 
of that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 
1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA 1970). 

Furthermore, claims 2-10 depend, directly or indirectly, 
from allowable claim 1, and claims 12-13 depend from allowable 
claim 11. Claims 2-10 and 12-13 are therefore also allowable. 
Pursuant to MPEP 2143.03, "If an independent claim is nonobvious 
under 35 U.S.C. 103, then any claim depending therefrom is 
nonobvious." In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 
1988). Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the 
Examiner withdraw the rejection of Applicants' dependent claims 
2-10 and 12-13 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), and allow claims 2-10 and 
12-13. 



ALLOWABLE SUBJECT MATTER 

Applicants' representative expresses appreciation for the 
Examiner's indication of allowable subject matter. Claims 5-7 
and 9 have been objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
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base claim, but would be allowable if re-written in independent 
form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claims . 

Accordingly, Applicants submit herewith new claims 20-23 
corresponding to claims 5-7 and 9, respectively, with claims 20 
and 23 rewritten in independent format incorporating the 
limitations of the base and any intervening claims, and claims 
21-22 depending, directly or indirectly, from claim 20. 



The Application is believed to be in condition for allowance 
and such action by the Examiner is urged. Should differences 
remain, however, which do not place one/more of the remaining 
claims in condition for allowance, the Examiner is requested to 
phone the undersigned at the number provided below for the 
purpose of providing constructive assistance and suggestions in 
accordance with M.P.E.P. Sections 707.02 (j) and 707.03 in order 
that allowable claims can be presented, thereby placing the 
Application in condition for allowance without further 
proceedings being necessary. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully Submitted, 



Dated: Xlo ^OLV 
Telephone No.: (607) 429-3917 
Fax No. : (607) 429-4119 





William E. Schiesser 
Registration No. 53,559 
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